The work which is the subject of this article marked a major advance in the history of medieval political thought. Its significance, although perhaps not widely enough perceived, is well known to scholars specializing in the origins of conciliarism.1 This is not to suggest that William Durant the Younger's * Originally published in Traditio 37 (1981): 291-324. I would like to express my gratitude to John H. Mundy, Louis B. Pascoe, S. J., and Robert Somerville for their help in the writing of this article. Since I have used manuscript evidence to supplement the printed editions, it may be helpful to explain the method I follow in quoting from the Tractatus de modo generalis concilii celebrandi. Quotations are based on the editio princeps by Jean Crespin, Lyon, 1531. Variant readings are set off by angle brackets, followed by square brackets with the siglum of the manuscript from which they are taken. Quotations are followed by an indication of the book (Tractatus maior or Tractatus minor) and the part and chapter (or 'rubric') of the Tractatus maior or the chapter of the Tractatus minor as numbered in the manuscripts, followed by square brackets with the number of part and chapter in the editio princeps whenever this differs from the manuscripts, as well as the folio, column, and lines in the editio princeps, with r and v standing for recto and verso, and a and b for the first and second columns, e.g., Tractatus maior 1.4, fol. 7ra lines 40-3, Tractatus maior 2.96 [3.27], fol. 58va lines 9-19, Tractatus minor 9 [3.32], fol. 62vb, lines 16-26. Durant's references to canon law will be given in their original form, followed by the modernized form in square brackets; cf. Ochoa and Diez, eds. Indices canonum, v; Brundage, "Appendix I." Other material added by the present writer will be put in square brackets.
{291 | 292} contribution to the nascent conciliar theory has been exhaustively interpreted.2 On the contrary, it is probable that the systematic legal and political argument underlying his pointed demands has never been as fully understood as would have been possible or desirable.3 But Durant's theories lie beyond the scope of this article. Instead it is addressed to the more fundamental question whether the available texts of the treatise are sound. It is somewhat surprising that this question has never been studied before, since the early modern printed editions, on which all previous work on Durant has relied, do not give the impression of being trustworthy.4 Upon inspection of the extant manuscripts it must be concluded that the unsuspecting faith put in these editions was ill-advised, to say the least. It is the thesis of this article that every known printed edition of the Tractatus de modo generalis concilii celebrandi is seriously flawed, and, furthermore, that the deficiencies have prevented scholars from arriving at an adequate interpretation of the nature and the scope of Durant's plan for reform. {292 | 293}
Before the evidence is presented in detail, it will be useful to give some introductory information on the author, on his treatise, and on the sources of this study. During his lifetime, ca. 1266-1330, bishop William Durant the Younger of Mende commanded considerable respect, not only in the area under his immediate influence, i.e., the diocese of Mende and the Gévaudan, but also at Sacrum Imperium, 421; Carlyle, History, 6:24-5; Jedin, Geschichte, 1:5, 7, 471, 510; and Hofmann, Repräsentation, 253 -5, 257. Finally, there are good encyclopedia articles by Mollat, "2. Durant (Guillaume)," and Naz, "Guillaume Durand." 2 For the spelling 'Durant' see Viollet, "Guillaume Durant," 2n2, but note also Heber, Gutachten, 65 and Andrieu, Pontifical romain, 3:3n1. 3 The most balanced characterization of Durant's work is given by Rivière, Problème, 363-9.
The most detailed paraphrase of the contents is found in Viollet, "Guillaume Durant," 79-129. A stimulating interpretation can be found in Tierney, Foundations, 190-9. The other studies cited above make no serious attempt to proceed from paraphrases of Durant's demands to their systematic analysis. Some of the older ones, such as Heber, Gutachten, 73, and Haller, Papsttum und Kirchenreform, 65, deny the existence of any systematic coherence. 4 All the printed editions, for example, confuse the author of the treatise with his uncle; see below, pp. 156-7. There are other indications which might have prompted a careful look at the textual transmission; see below, p 175. The only scholar who seems to have used more than one manuscript of the treatise was Viollet, "Guillaume Durant," 3n4, 79n2, 82n1, 99n4, 100n2, 128n1, who knew of the manuscripts in Paris, Tours, Troyes, and Kues. E. Müller, Vienne, 593n28, added the Munich manuscript, and Scholz, Publizistik, 523 with reference to 210, the Barberini manuscript. The reliability of the printed editions will be assessed in detail below, pp. 174-81.
